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Roger Craig 

6868 Granger Dr. , Troy, M I  48098-6900 

November 2,2005 12:lO PM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US. Senate 
133 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my cancerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Roger Craig 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Kenneth McFall 
1 1  Allen S t ,  Lockport, NY 14094-2212 

November 2,2005 7 2 7  PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US.  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my fiends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Kenneth McFall 

cc: 
FCC: General Email Box 
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Robert McKee 

21 Alamitos Ave. 1 . Long Beach, CA 90802 

November 2,2005 2:45 PM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
U.S. Senate 
331 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Seriaror Frinstein: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Uni> ersal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless user-, . E senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am awaw that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that  t.hry 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC bas plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t n  spread the word to  my community. I n-qu~s t  
you pass along my concerns t.o the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely. 

Rohert McKee 

If the 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



, 

16832 ashley blvd apt 1, westfield, I N  46074-8684 

Novemher 2,2005 %:36 PM 

Senator Richard I.ugar 
U.S. Senate 
306 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Sonatar I.ogar: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  changc the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your cnnstit.uents, including me. my frimds, 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As yon know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the systenr. 
FCC changes that  system to  a flat fee, that  means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

If the 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users: senior citiaena 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases nn 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volnnie to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with nionthlv 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am awaw that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that. they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a nurnhers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my cnrnmunity. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position 011 this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Felipe Eixeres 

CC: 

FCC General Email Box 



Charles Newell 
13829 W. 62nd St. ,Shawnee, KS 66216-1516 

November 2,2005 10:48 PM 

Senator Sam Brownback 
US.  Senate 
303 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Brownbock: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  o monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rurol consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
rodicol and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses a11 ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am owore 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, ar "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And occording t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plons t o  change to  o f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax  could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position an this matter 

Sincerely, 

Charles Newell 

cc: 
FCC Generol Email Box 
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Deanna Roetter 

6878 Canary Meadow Dr , Converse, TX 78109 

November 2,2005 3:39 PM 

Senator Kay Hutchison 
US. Senate 
284 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Hutchison: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change- th r  Unirrrsal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighhors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into t.he system. If the 
FCC changes that  system to  a flat fee, that  means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A fiat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to  a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will cont.inue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I rpqwst 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionatdy 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank ynu for your cont.inued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Deanna Roetter 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Paul Scharnhorst I F C C - U  ROOM 1 
9908 Nieman PI,  Overland Park, KS 66214-2569 

I 

November 2,2005 9:46 PM 

Senator Sam Brownback 
US.  Senate 
303 Hort Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universol Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Brownbock: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, thot means that someone who uses one thousand minutes o month 
of long distonce, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due t o  unaffordoble monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will  continue t o  manitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Paul Scharnhorst 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 
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Ron Bousho 

4021 Rivervlew Dr  S , Hesperio, MI 49421 

November 2, 2005 9:38 PM 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
US. Senate 
133 Har t  Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stabenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (F 
Universol Service Fund (USF) collection method to o monthly f lo t  fee. Many o 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair 

:) position t o  change the 
/our constituents, including 
iange proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to o flot fee. that means thot someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, poys the same amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residentiol and rurol consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordoble monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
rodicol and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date infarmotion on their website. including links to  FCC infarmotion. While I om owore 
that federal low does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is thot they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I om charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  o numbers 
taxed. my service will cast more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officiols, the 
FCC hos plans t o  chonge to  a f lo t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue ond continue to  spreod the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax  could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ron Bousho 

cc: 
FCC General Emoil Box 



5 Kingswood Rd. , Danbury, CT 06811-2809 

November 2,2005 10:56 AM 

Senator Joe Lieberman 
U.5. Senate 
706 Hart  Senate Of f ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Boc i Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Lieberman: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to o monthly f lat  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impocted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that meons that someone who uses one thousand minuts  a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could couse many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detriment01 ef fect  on small businesses all across 
Americo. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up t o  dote information on their website, including links t o  FCC information. While I am awore 
that federol law does not require componies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And occording t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and withour legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionotely a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Helen Whiteheod 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 
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Audrey R Casey I FCC-MAiLROOM 1 
5 Rock Rd , Vestal, NY 13850-5924 

November 2. 2005 10:42 AM 

Senator Hillory Clinton 
US. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousond minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized f o r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases an their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am oware 
that federol law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cast more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change to  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency, 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Audrey R Cosey 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



FcC - MAILROO 
Fox Joyce - 
7389 Isherwood Road , Memphis, TN 3815-2127 

November 2,2005 1205 PM 

Senator Lamar Alexander 
US.  Senate 
302 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Alexander: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC chonges that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unoffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition. o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal low does not require companies t o  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation, 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Fox Joyce 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Michael Lundin 

609 E Country Side Ave. , Ellenshurg, WA 98926 1 

No\eruber 2.2005 258 I'M 

Senator Pat ty  Murray 
U S .  Senate 
173 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Dorket 96-45 

Dear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue hasis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-in~cone residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f the  USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a I q h l y  detrimental effect on small businesses all acIoss America. 
The Keep TJSF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" t.hese fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed. my service will Cost 

more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a flai 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word to my conmiunit!. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my hehalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Lundin 

cr: 
FCC General Email Box 



421 SE 11th #C, Newton, KS 67114 

November 2,2005 10:39 AM 

Representative Todd Tiahrt 
US. House o f  Representatives 
2441 Rayburn House Off ice Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federol-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Tiahrt: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impocted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on o revenue bosis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes thot system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized fo r  doing SO. 

A f lat fee tax  could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens ond low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffardable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
rodical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detriment01 e f fec t  on smoll businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am chorged foirly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coolition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change to  a flot fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I 
request you pass along my cancerns to  the FCC on my beholf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this motter 

Sincerely, 

Darrell Cusick 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



brion toeniskoetter 

226 west delmar , godfrey, I L  62035 

November 2.2005 10:33 PM 

Senator Barack Obama 
U.S. Senate 
713 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious cancerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected an a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f lat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as sameone who uses zero minutes of  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f lat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Caolition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans to  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  manitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my cancerns to the FCC an my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position an this matter. 

Sincerely, 

brian toeniskoetter 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



08292-73rd PO box 451, south haven, MI 49090-0451 

Novembrr 2,2005 4:18 PM 

Representative Fred Upton 
U S .  House of Representatives 
2183 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Upton: 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that  means that  someone who uses one tliousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as Someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessar). 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, rhe reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will COW 

more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the ward to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joann Sorenson 

If the 

cc: 

FCC General Email Box 



Sherman Strasser 

777 Sheridan Rd. , St. Joseph, MI  49085-3638 

November 2.2005 3:47 I'M 

Senator Debbie Stabenow 
U .S. Senate 
133 Hart  Senate Office Building 
Washington. DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Stahenow: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to  change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutea a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as Someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for dning so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessar).. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about. the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to t.heir customers, the rpality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

1 will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproporti~,natel~ 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Sherman Strasser 

CC: 

FCC General Einail Box 



FCC - MAiLfiLc>%;, 
Joseph R. Cote _c 

40 Whippoorwill Lane,  Sparta, N J  07871-1332 

Kovemher 2.2005 4:12 PM 

Senator Jon Corzine 
U.S. Senate 
502 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint lard on Universal Service 

Dear Senator Corzine: 

Docket 96-45 

1 have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends; 
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected an a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
'rhe Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with nlonthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to  FCC information. While 1 am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these Sees tu their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers t a m &  my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. T request 
yon pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
aSSect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for yonr continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Joseph R. Cote 

IS the 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



I FCC - MAILROOM 1 
611 13th ove , Plattsmouth. NE 68048-0000 

November 2,2005 11:OE AM 

Representative J e f f  Fortenberry 
U. 5. House o f  Representatives 
1517 Longwarth House Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Fortenberry: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund os someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
incremes on their bills. Shift ing the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  law-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detriment01 effect on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am o member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website. including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "poss along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As o consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o o  flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter, 

Sincerely, 

Notalie Mariscol 

cc: 
FCC Generol Email Box 



Walter Eager 

3500 N.W. Glen Ridge Place, Corvallis, OR 97330-3291 

November 2, ZOOS 235 PM 

Representative Peter DeFazio 
US. House of Representatives 
2134 Rayhurn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

J k a r  Representative DeFazio: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighhors, will he negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that  system to a flat fee, that  means tha t  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month tif long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who usc their limited resources wisely shtiuld not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizms 
and low-income residzntial and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Kerp USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While 1 am aware tha t  
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees t.o their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numhers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to rhange tti a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word 10 ~ L J ~  community. 1 r q u e s t  
you pass along my concern3 to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionatel) 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank yon for your continued work and 1 look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

change the Universal 
Many of your constituents, including rile, my friends, 

If the 

Walter Eager 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Jeff Johnston 

2100 Checkerberry, Springfield, IL 62711 

November 2.2005 12.39 PM 

Senator Barack Obama 
US. Senate 
713 Hart  Senate Of f i ce  Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board an Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Deor Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family ond neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to  unaffordoble monthly 
increoses on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have o highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC an my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you fo r  your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Jeff Johnston 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



. .. _ _  .. . . , 

1 FCC-MA!l-RQOM _i. 

Virgil Hamilton 
18389 Gif ford St. , Fountain Valley, CA 92708-5743 

November 2, 2005 11:07 AM 

Senator Barbara Boxer 
US.  Senate 
112 Hor t  Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Boxer: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f lat fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impocted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system to a f la t  fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund a someone who uses zero minutes of  long distance o 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to  give up their phones due to  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of  the USF from high volume to low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all ocross 
America. 
The Keep USF Foir Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, or  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that  they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed. my service will cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spreod the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns to  the FCCon my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionotely a f fec t  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

Virgil Hamilton 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



November 2.2005 207 PM 

Representative Trent Franks 
G.S. House of Representatives 
1237 Longworth House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Franks: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends. 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes that system to  a flat fee, that  means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited ~esources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume u s e ~ s  is radical and unnecessary. 
I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I a m  a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the reality is that  they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change t.0 a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in yonr constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter 

Sincerely, 

p a d  gissel 

If the 

cc: 
FCd General Email Box 



Kathleen Eckert 

3781 Schintzius Rd , Eden, NY 14057 

November 2,2005 1:53 PM 

Representative Brian Higgins 
U.S. House of Representatives 
431 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Higgins: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family and neighbors. will be negatively impacted hy the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. 
FCC changes t.hdt system to a flat fee, that  means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

If th? 

A flat fee t ax  could eause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In  addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federdl law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to  a numbers taxed. my service will cost 
mork. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials. the FCC has plans to change t.o a flat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Kathlern Eckert 

cc: 
FCC General Emad Box 



I 
i - MAILROOM Jacquelie Lane 

8659 S. Brown School Rd , Vandalia, OH 45377 

Novemher 2.2005 3 5 7  P M  

Senator Mike DeWinc 
US. Senate 
140 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the C'niversal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. 
family and neighbors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed hy the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that  system to  a flat fee, t.hat means that  someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due to unaffordahle monthly increases on 
iheir hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In additiun, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to FCC information. 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to  change to a tlat 
fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to my con1munit.y. I requpst 
you pass along my concerns to  the FCC on my hehalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahont your position on this mat.ter. 

Sincerely, 

Jacqueline Lane 

Many of your constituents, including me; m y  friends, 

While I am aware that  

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 



Raymond Wells 

354 Dan St. , Manteca, CA 95336-3706 
I FCC - MAll n n w  

November 2,2005 11:09 AM 

Senator Dianne Feinstein 
US. Senate 
331 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, bC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Feinstein: 

I hove serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method t o  a monthly f la t  fee. Many o f  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, wil l be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

AS you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
o f  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing so. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume to  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fec t  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters ond up to date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees t o  their CuStomerS, the 
reality IS that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am chorged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  (1 numbers 
taxed. my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Raymond Wells 

cc: 
FCC General Email Box 


